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Qwest Corporation submits this brief regarding issues Cap Gemini Ernst & Young’s
(CGE&Y) draft Data Reconciliation Report for the Functionality Test Results.

CGE&Y’s data reconciliation effort complies with Section 7.3.3 of the Test Standards
Document, which provides that the Test Administrator was to compare the data collected by the
Pseudo-CLEC, Hewlett-Packard Corupany (HP), to the data reported by Qwest. CGE&Y’s draft
Data Reconciliation Report indicates that it did exactly that. After comparing the data produced
by Qwest to the data collected by HP, CGE&Y issued 19 Incident Work Orders reporting issues
1t discovered during its data reconciliation effort.

AT&T and WorldCom claim that CGE&Y did not follow to the letter the TSD. Contrary
to AT&T and WorldCom’s assertions, CGE&Y did exactly what it should have. At the
workshop, Bob Dryzgula testified that CGE&Y compared each element of the data reported by

Qwest to determine if HP reported the same information for that element:

14 If the PID can be calculated from the
1s Pseudo-CLEC data and it has been reconciled and all
16 the data elements contained therein match that of the

17 ad hoc data, it really is no matter. It's a matter of



i8 semantics at that point. If there were differences,
19 on the other hand, we would have to either reconcile
20 them or defer to the Pgseudo-CLEC data, but all of

21 those differences we are attempting -- have attempted
22 and are still attempting in some cases due to open

23 IWOs to explain.

14 Wherever there are data elements that are

15 common, they were reconciled.
(Transcript, December 12, 2002, p. 144-5, emphasis added).

AT&T and WorldCom’s principal complaint is that CGE&Y should not have compared
the actual data elements, but the sums of those data elements. AT&T and WorldCom’s claims
are ones of formality, not of substance. As an example, consider the example where Qwest is
reporting results of a measure (which we will call C), which is made up of two elements (which
we will call A + B), and HP is reporting the same measure and elements (which we will call F, D
and E). In other words:

. Qwest is reporting A + B =C, and

= HP is reporting D + E=F.

In this example, CGE&Y verified that each element reported by Qwest was the same as
each element reported by HP. In other words, CGE&Y verified that A=E and B = D. AT&T
and WorldCom are not satisfied by this approach, they assert that if CGE&Y followed the TSD,
it would have added the elements first and then compared the results. In the example above,
AT&T and WorldCom assert that CGE&Y should have examined whether C = F, not whether A
=D and B =E.

AT&T and WorldCom’s complaint elevates form over function. Anyone with a

rudimentary understanding of algebra would understand that:
= [fA+B=CandD+E=F
* AndA=Dand B=E

I



» THENC=F.

As this example demonstrates, the fact that CGE&Y compared the elements that made up
measures, rather than the sums of those elements, makes no difference. The result is the same —
the test verified that the data reported by Qwest is accurate.

The remaining complaints of AT&T and WorldCom result from the fact that they do not
accept reasonable solutions developed by CGE&Y to address difficulties in collecting data. The
| most prominant example of this situation is CGE&Y’s undertaking to determine whether Qwest

was properly reporting customer caused delays, CGE&Y contacted each friendly customer
following each installation. If the customer reported any problem, CGE&Y made a note of the

problem reported:

24 MR. DRYZGULA: [T]lhe methodology employed during this
25 test used our so-called friendlies customers. And as
1 a matter of course, post order completion we followed
2 up with a telepheone call to the friendly, asking if
3 the order had been provisioned and whether they had
4 any complaints or not.
(Transcript, December 12, 2002, p. 590-91, emphasis added).

CGE&Y then compared those notes to the facts reported by Qwest. If Qwest reported a
customer-caused delay, and CGE&Y noted that the customer reported a Qwest-caused delay,
then CGE&Y would have reported a problem:

2 MR. DRYZGULA: On the other hand, we always followed up on
3 every imnstall with a follow-up call, and we would have

4 heard from the customer if the gervice wasn't

5 installed or wasn't installed when it was supposed to.

Using this method, CGE&Y did not uncover any such problems with Qwest’s use of the
customer not ready code:

14 MS. HAYSLIP: First off, in the Functionality



15 Test, we did have 120 customer not readies, and we

16 found no evidence through the call logs with the

17 friendlies that they were miscoded and the customer

18 was indeed ready and Qwest failed to provision the

19 service as required on the due date.
(Transcript, December 12, 2002, p. 596).

Manual rejects is a similar example. CGE&Y testified that while HP did not have a

record of seven rejects, CGE&Y verified through evidence produced by Qwest that those

messages were sent:

21 MR. DRYZGULA: The sentence says that it
22 leaves seven notifications for manual rejects
23 regarding which Qwest claims to have sent the
24 notification and Pseudo-CLEC claims not to have any
25 record. Well, the Pseudo-CLEC had no record, but we
1 did go back to Qwest, and they did produce screen
2 prints of this seven notifications. So, yes, we were
3 unable to reconcile because there was nothing to
4 reconcile to, but we were able to validate Qwest's

5 claim.

(Transcript, December 12, 2002, p. 624-25).

AT&T and WorldCom asserted several similar claims during the workshop. For each
situation, CGE& Y explained the reasonable steps it took to verify that the numbers reported by
Qwest were accurate. CGE&Y used its professional judgment to verify Qwest’s data, and AT&T
and WorldCom should not be allowed to nitpick CGE&Y’s methods. If the methods the testers

used were reasonable — and they were — the results of the tests can be considered valid.



IV, CONCLUSION

By the time this process is over, there should be no question that the information being
reported by Qwest is accurate. Qwest has undergone two complete and thorough audits, one by
CGE&Y and one by Liberty Consulting. In addition, data reconciliations are being conducted by
CGE&Y in the Arizona OSS Test, KPMG in the ROC OSS Test and Liberty Consulting.

It is true that in each of those efforts, problems were found, as will happen in any
thorough audit. The important thing is that Qwest’s numbers have been thoroughly audited, and
when problems were found, Qwest fixed them. The Arizona Corporation Commission can rely

upon the results of these audits, and the numbers Qwest is reporting, when it makes its

recommendation to the FCC.

Dated this 18th day of January, 2002.
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